INTRODUCTION
of Directors, Pearkes, a member of the Calcutta Council, is mentioned to have
had "very large outstanding concerns" at Dacca, for the settlement of which
he sought a temporary transfer there, which request was admitted by the
Council.49 The Directors were partly to blame for this situation because they
had permitted private trade in the past and their servants had grown accus-
tomed to trading on their own account. In consequence of die "load of
complaints .... strongly and repeatedly urged by the Nabob", the Court
of Directors looked into the matter, and found that the dastaks had been
"scandalously prostituted to the great prejudice of our revenue, equally in-
equitous and detrimental to the Nabob".50 They instructed the following proce-
dure to be adopted in respect of the use of dastaks: "We . . . order that the
Custom Master do hi future keep the register of dusticks, and no dustick [be]
granted but on oath made by the party demanding the same that the goods
or merchandise specified be and are on his own proper account, and that he
does not directly or indirectly therein cover the property of any of the natives
of Bengal, free merchants or any others, excepting our investment contractors
bringing down our goods (but not their own) and our covenanted servants,
tKat the King or Moor's Government be not defrauded of their just duties
and revenues."51
The Council at Fort William had also taken certain steps to check the
abuse. On 10 January 1758 they informed the Court, "As a means to prevent
the abuse of dustucks and the exactions of chowkeys, gauts etc., we have
established a number of dustacks peons with badges carrying a Persian
inscription signifying their being the Company's servants. With every dustak
one of these peons is sent who is responsible for the goods passing free of all
duties and impositions, and after delivering the goods, the peon is ordered
to return the dustack to the President to be cancelled that no further use
may be made of that dustack. We have rated the dustacks five rupees each,
in order to defray the additional expense,"52 Again, in March 1759, the
Court of Directors expressed their dissatisfaction with the steps taken to
correct the abuses, and ordered, "The persons under our protection having
a right to English colours and abusing that privilege by smuggling should
have their goods forfeited to the Company as an equitable recompense for
the danger their dishonest actions bring us into by embroils with the Govern-
ment. Those again who have no right to our colours and carry on such
illicit practices should also be seized by you and delivered up to the
Government/'53
In spite of these orders and regulations illicit trade continued to flourish.
Sometimes private merchants sought the protection of the Company in order
to participate freely in this trade. The Directors, coming to know of this,
advised the Council at Fort William against giving the Company's protection
"indiscriminately",54 But all was in vain. It was impossible to stop the abuse.
People knew that the Nawab's Government had little military power. When
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